We are concerned that the focus on generating grant income to fill university coffers penalizes science that is good value for money. As research money dwindles, the winning of funds seems to be emerging as the way to judge performance. This criterion is used by the UK universities' Research Excellence Framework, for example, and to assess researchers for hiring or promotion.
Huge strides are being made in our field of wholeorganism biology owing to large collaborative grants that help to pay for salaries and equipment. However, important oases of the biological sciences are relatively unaffected by the benefits of big grants. Examples include biological modelling, ecological projects in the developing world and meta-analyses based on literature mining.
At a time when economic efficiency is paramount in publicly funded areas such as health and education, an undue emphasis on generating money could drive scientists to compete for limited public funds simply for career purposes. In our view, funding success must not become a disproportionate factor in gauging scientific achievement. 
Train robots to self-certify as safe
Robots can operate autonomously in extreme environments that might be hazardous for humans. For example, they can inspect oil and gas equipment, monitor offshore wind turbines, survey subsea power networks and maintain nuclear reactors. We suggest that these robots should be required to self-certify that they can operate safely under such circumstances.
Robots can learn to adapt the way they perform tasks in changing and unexpected environments. However, if a robotic system learns a flawed model of the environment or a risky behaviour, it could
The rapid rate of evolution of RNA viruses means that SARS could have arisen in one of many areas. Thus, your inference that the strain "could easily" have originated in this bat population is, in our view, unjustified.
Inflammatory statements about bats and disease have led to culling and roost destruction, compromising conservation efforts (K. J. Olival EcoHealth 13, 6-8; 2016 557-559; 2017) . In our view, technical fixes are doomed.
As Steven Goodman writes in the article, there is nothing technically wrong with P values. But even when they are correct and appropriate, they can be misunderstood, misrepresented and misused -often in the haste to serve publication and career. P values should instead serve as a check on the quality of evidence.
The great paradox of science is that passionate practitioners must carefully produce dispassionate facts (J. Ravetz Scientific Knowledge and its Social Problems Oxford Univ. Press; 1971) . Meticulous technical and normative judgement, as well as morals and morale, are necessary to navigate the forking paths of the statistical garden.
Unless peer review and rewards in academia change to encourage such virtues, the present crisis will remain intractable (see also A. Saltelli and S. Funtowicz Futures 91, 5-11; 2017 
